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REMARKS 

Claims 1-32 are currently pending within this application. Claims 12 and 26 have been 
amended as requested by the Office. No claims have been added or canceled. Claim 12 has been 
amended simply to clarify, as suggested by the Office, that the flavor compatibility of the subject 
abrasive precipitated silica is increased as compared to other types of similar abrasives. Also, 
Claim 26 has clarified that the reduction in pore size step is step "b" of the independent claim. 
These merely cosmetic amendments are thus not new^ matter. Thus, Applicant respectfully 
requests entry and due consideration of such amendments within this pending application. 

The amendments above render moot all of the previous objections to the claims and the 
rejections based upon 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. Reconsideration and withdrawal of 
such objections and rejections are earnestly solicited. 

The Office has also rejected Claims 1-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over WO 93/23007 (hereinafter, "Pryor") as well over Dromard in view of Pryor. Applicants 
respectfully disagree with such a rejection, particularly in view of supporting Rule 132 of 
inventor Karl W. Gallis. Piyor specifically teaches that silica gel products will exhibit reduced 
surface area characteristics upon elevated heat treatements (calcining, in essence). Pryor 
exemplifies silica gels, but does make mention of precipitated silicas as well. However, as noted 
within the aforementioned supporting declaration, it is evident that the exposure to such elevated 
temperature treatments does not affect precipitated silicas in the same manner. Clearly, there is a 
de minimis, if any, modification in such an aspect of the tested precipitated silica products by Dr. 
Gallis. As well, the CPC compatibility results exhibited by these calcined precipitated silicas 
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cannot remotely reach the same level as now claimed. Thus, although Pryor makes a broad 
mention of precipitated silicas with the same properties upon calcination silica gels, his 
assessment is incorrect. Thus, the teachings of Pryor are limited to silica gel products and the 
effect of such calcinations thereupon. As such, it is evident that the results attained by 
Applicants are unexpected and surprising in view of these teachings. If the ordinarily skilled 
artisan were to follow the calcinations suggestions of Pryor, he would not obtain the same 
lowered surface area and resultant increased CPC compatible precipitated silica products as now 
claimed. Dromard does not provide any teaching that aids in this situation either. As such, 
neither current rejection is proper over the claims presently written. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of these rejections are thus respectfully requested. 

Furthermore, Applicants have supplied a proper Terminal Disclaimer with this response 
to overcome the obviousness-type double patenting rejection applied to Claims 1-32. As well, 
withdrawal of such a rejection is eamestly solicited. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the amendments and remarks supplied above, as well as the Rule 132 
Declaration of Dr. Karl Gallis accompanying this response, it is respectfiilly submitted that the 
present claims of this application are now in condition for allowance and that this case be passed 
on to issue. 



May ^,2006 



Respectfully subrtutted. 




William S. 
Attomey for Applicants 
Registration Number 37,528 
Telephone: (410) 939-7205 
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